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ARI  Research  Reports  and  Technical  Papers  are  intended  for  sponsors  of 
R&O  tasks  and  other  research  and  military  agencies.  Any  findings  ready  for 
implementation  at  the  time  of  publication  are  presented  in  the  latter  part  of 
the  Brief.  Upon  completion  of  a  major  phase  of  the  task  formal  recommen¬ 
dations  for  official  action  normally  are  conveyed  to  appropriate  military 
agencies  by  briefing  or  Disposition  Form. 


FOREWORD 


The  Personnel  and  Management  Technical  Area  of  the  Army  Research 
Institute  for  the  Behavioral  and  Social  Sciences  (ARI)  conducts  a  con¬ 
tinuing  research  program  to  provide  the  Army  personnel  management  sys¬ 
tem  with  ways  to  identify  and  select  good  leaders  and  evaluate  their 
performance.  ARI  Research  Reports  1172,  1173,  and  1182  describe  previ¬ 
ous  research  on  officer  performance  using  an  Officer  Evaluation  Center 
(OEC)  simulation.  This  report  analyzes  the  OEC  data  in  order  to  dis¬ 
cover  the  relationship  between  officer  performance  in  different  situa¬ 
tions  and  leader  characteristics  of  military  knowledge  and  decisiveness. 

The  OEC  research  was  originally  done  under  Army  Research  and  De¬ 
velopment  Project  2Q062106A722 ,  Officer  Prediction,  in  support  of  the 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Personnel  (DCSPER) .  The  continuing  technology 
base  research  on  officer  careers,  responsive  to  the  DCSPER,  was  con¬ 
ducted  under  Army  Project  2Q162717A766  in  FY  1978  and  2Q162722A766  in 
FY  1979. 
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RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LEADER  KNOWLEDGE,  DIRECTIVE  BEHAVIOR,  AND 
PERFORMANCE  IN  ADMINISTRATIVE,  TECHNICAL,  AND  COMBAT  SITUATIONS 


BRIEF 


Requirement : 

To  find  to  what  extent  two  broad  characteristics  of  officer  leader 
behavior — military  knowledge  and  directiveness/decisiveness — are  associ¬ 
ated  with  level  of  performance  in  the  three  majoi  areas  of  officer 
assignments — combat,  technical,  and  administrative. 


Procedure : 

Using  data  acquired  in  ARI's  officer  prediction  research,  four 
groups  of  officers  were  identified:  high  knowledge,  high  decisiveness; 
high  knowledge,  low  decisiveness;  low  knowledge,  high  decisiveness; 
and  low  knowledge,  low  decisiveness.  Performance  scores  and  observa¬ 
tions  of  decisiveness  were  obtained  for  officers  in  these  groups. 
Analysis  was  performed  separately  for  technical  knowledge  and  tactical 
knowledge . 


Findings ; 

Both  military  knowledge  and  decisiveness  were,  as  hypothesized, 
found  to  be  positively  related  to  superior  performance. 

Military  knowledge,  whether  technical  or  tactical  in  content,  was 
found  to  be  more  important  in  administrative  and  technical  problem  situ¬ 
ations.  Directiveness//decisiveness  was  markedly  more  important  to 
successful  performance  in  combat  situations. 


Utilization : 

The  Officer  Evaluation  Center  in  a  general  sense  constituted  a 
systems  measurement  bed  which  brought  together  a  large  number  of  vary¬ 
ing  factors,  personal  and  situational,  so  that  selected  factors  could 
be  studied  in  interaction.  The  relationships  established  can  be  use¬ 
ful  to  both  research  and  management  in  developing,  consistent  with 
events,  improved  procedures  for  officer  career  management. 

The  present  analysis  has  confirmed  the  importance  of  officer 
leadership  style  to  effective  performance  in  assignments  having  dif¬ 
ferent  requirements. 
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RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  LEADER  KNOWLEDGE,  DIRECTIVE  BEHAVIOR, 
AND  PERFORMANCE  IN  ADMINISTRATIVE,  TECHNICAL, 

AND  COMBAT  SITUATIONS 


BACKGROUND 

Early  identification  of  officer  leaders  and  development  of  officer 
leadership  from  cadet  training  through  company  and  field  grade  assign¬ 
ments  are  of  major  concern  in  the  management  of  the  Army's  manpower  re¬ 
sources.  The  Army  Research  Institute  for  the  Behavioral  and  Social 
Sciences  (ARI)  conducts  research  to  provide  scientific  means  of  identi¬ 
fying  individuals  with  good  leadership  potential  for  officer  training, 
selecting  officers  for  commissioning,  and  evaluating  their  performance. 
Differential  prediction  and  evaluation  have  become  dominant  objectives 
in  the  effort  to  channel  officers  into  appropriate  assignments  and  de¬ 
velop  their  potential  so  as  to  make  best  use  of  their  abilities. 

Research  on  the  relationship  of  leadership  styles  to  effective 
performaj.ee  has  concentrated  to  a  considerable  extent  on  two  approaches: 
(1)  the  effects  of  different  behavioral  styles  on  group  performance  and 
career  satisfaction,  and  (2)  tne  differential  effectiveness  of  leader¬ 
ship  styles  in  situations  differing  ir.  leader-follower  task  relation¬ 
ships.  Concept^  such  as  initiation  of  structure  and  personal  consider¬ 
ation  (e.g.,  Stogdill,  1974;  Fleishman,  1973)  have  been  developed  and 
investigated  in  the  first  approach;  concepts  such  as  task  orientation 
versus  person-relationship  orientation  and  definition  of  dimensions  of 
favorableness  (e.g.,  Fiedler,  1974)  have  been  developed  and  investi¬ 
gated  in  the  second  approach.  Concurrently,  the  Army's  research  on 
officer  leadership  has  developed  and  validated  realistic  assessment 
processes  for  measuring  leader  behavior.  This  has  led  to  the  use  of 
"test  beds,"  in  which  the  situational  demands  are  defined,  and  it  has 
yielded  constructs  interrelating  leader  characteristics,  leader  be¬ 
haviors,  and  situational  requirements  (e.g.,  Uhlaner,  1970,  1975,  1978; 
Helme,  willemin,  Grafton,  1971,  1974;  Helme,  Willemin  &  Day,  1971). 

Officer  prediction  research  was  undertaken  by  ARI  to  meet  the  need 
to  improve  the  selection  and  assignment  of  personnel  for  different 
of.  tcer  leadership  positions.  Analysis  of  duties  performed  by  officers 
pointed  initially  to  three  yroups  of  officer  assignments — combat,  tech¬ 
nical,  and  administrative — which  appeared  to  call  for  different  pat¬ 
terns  of  leader  behavior.  The  basic  research  design  was  longitudinal. 
Experimental  measures  were  obtained  on  officers  immediately  after  their 
entry  on  active  duty,  and  performance  evaluations  were  obtained  at  sub¬ 
sequent  points  in  the  officers'  careers.  From  the  original  sample  of 
4,000,  900  officers  were  selected  in  the  later  phase  of  the  program  as 
representative  of  various  branches  of  service.  These  officers  took 
part  in  an  experimental ly  controlled  3-day  exercise  at  the  Officer 
Evaluation  Center  (0EC)  established  for  the  purpose  at  Fort  McClellan, 
Ala.  The  scenario  for  the  exercise  presented  the  officer  with  15  problem 


situations,  5  each  in  combat,  technical,  and  administrative  settings 
(Figure  1} .  The  problem  situations  were  designed  to  yield  objective 
recorded  data  on  specific  details  of  each  officer's  performance,  as 
well  as  judgr  Qntal  evaluations  of  style  of  behavior  and  effectiveness 
in  aspects  of  each  task  and  in  each  situation. 

In  addition  to  the  evaluations  of  officer  performance  obtained 
at  the  OEC,  ratings  were  obtained  of  all  officers  who  had  taken  the 
Differential  Officer  Battery,  which  measures  a  variety  of  knowledges, 
skills,  and  aptitudes,  at  entry  on  active  duty. 

Criterion  data  were  analyzed  to  yield  information  about  the 
officers — the  requirements  of  their  jobs,  the  various  ways  in  which 
they  carried  out  their  responsibilities  as  leaders,  and  what  general 
modes  of  behavior  characterized  good  and  poor  accomplishment  of  various 
missions.  Analysis  of  test  and  criterion  data  revealed  characteristics 
of  officers  who  would  be  likely  to  succeed  or  to  perform  less  well  as 
officers . 

The  ARI  selection  research  program  enhanced  the  value  of  the  pro¬ 
cedures  and  provided  useful  measures  of  general  verbal  and  quantitative 
ability  at  higher  levels.  Measurement  of  personal  attributes  had 
yielded  only  modest  predictive  validity.  The  major  contribution  from 
the  research  findings  was  the  realization  that  leadership  behavior  was 
highly  complex  and  that  the  situation  in  which  it  was  evaluated  would 
have  to  be  considered  fully.  A  major  contribution  of  the  evaluation 
segment  of  the  research  was  to  define  more  clearly  this  requirement  for 
new  evaluation  approaches,  particularly  those  emphasizing  the  situation 
in  which  leadership  behavior  was  to  be  evaluated. 

ARI's  program  in  this  area  continues  to  be  a  many-faceted  attack 
on  major  officer  personnel  problems — improved  methods  for  selection, 
assignment,  and  promotion  actions;  continuing  reevaluation  of  each  of¬ 
ficer's  potential  in  terms  of  available  career  assignments;  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  a  new  research-based  system  of  performance  evaluation  respon¬ 
sive  to  particular  Army  needs  for  given  personnel  decisions.  This 
research  utilizes  ARI's  experience  with  simulating  leadership  problem 
situations,  with  its  implications  for  adapting  officer  training  exer¬ 
cises  to  individual  measurement,  for  applying  models  ir.  design  and 
testing  of  officer  evaluation  systems  and  subsystems,  and  for  computer- 
assisted  simulation  and  feedback. 

Research  on  officer  prediction  has  dene  more  than  provide  precom¬ 
missioning  measures.  The  behavioral  dimensions  have  helped  shape  the 
constructs  that  are  being  used  in  research  to  develop  a  system  for 
selecting  and  evaluating  officers  that  meets  the  changing  patterns  of 
officer  career  development. 
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DAY  ONE :  MAAG  Office — Peacetime 


Test 

situation  Time 


Technical/ 

managerial 


0730  Inspect  3  MAAG  vehicles  for  combat  readiness: 
recommended  or  take  notions  to  correct 
deficiencies 


Administrative  1030  Correct  poor  supply  records  of  Host  Nation 

Army  unit;  explain  error.,  to  unit's  antago¬ 
nistic  CO 


Technical/  1330  Check  for  bugs  in  communication  network  display 

managerial  for  visit  of  Host  Nation  VIP;  recommend  or 

make  corrections 


1630  Supper 

Administrative  1745  Evaluate  report  on  personnel  office  of  Host 

Nation  Army  unit;  recommend  changes  in  organi¬ 
zation  and  work  flow 


Administrative  1945 


2230 


Study  production  records  of  Host  Nation  ord¬ 
nance  platoon;  reschedule  work  assignments  of 
repairmen 

To  BOQ 


DAY  TWO:  MAAG  Office — Wartime 
HOST  NATION  INVADED  WITH  NUCLEAR  STRIKES 


Technical/ 

managerial 


0300  By  radio,  direct  4  jeep-mounted  survey  teams 

on  Host  Nation  terrain  reporting  road  damage, 
radiation  levels,  and  other  conditions 


Technical/ 

managerial 


1200  Evaluate  captured  foreign  weapon  brought  back 
by  one  of  survey  teams 


Administrative  1330  Study  Host  Nation  map  to  select  new  depot  sites; 

defend  selections  of  depot  sites  made  by  MAAG  CO 

Administrative  1630  On  map,  select  new  highway  net  to  carry  materiel 

from  chosen  depot  sites  to  forward  supply  points 


Technical/ 

managerial 


1900  Evaluate  potential  hasty  airstrip  sites  and 

compute  runway  length 

2000  To  BOQ 


Figure  1. 


Schedule  of  activities  in  3-day  Officer  Evaluation  Center. 
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DAY  THREE;  Guerrilla  Operations 
SITUATION  DETERIORATES 


Test 

situation 

Time 

0030 

Evacuate  MAAG  Hq  Office;  trucked  to  woods; 
5-mile  night-march  through  woods  to  MAAG  Field 
CP 

Combat 

0330 

In  bunker,  prepare  Company  March  Order  to  move 
friendly  guerrilla  unit 

Combat 

0700 

Prepare  roadblock,  first  instructing  NCOs  in 
placing  demolitions  on  tr6es  to  form  abatis 

Combat 

0900 

With  NCOs  (one  is  unmanageable) ,  recon  Heli¬ 
copter  LZ  and  plan  deployment  of  platoon  in 
its  defense 

Combat 

1000 

From  prepared  Observation  Post ,  report  enemy 
activities  and  potential  targets 

1100 

Lunch 

Combat 

1130 

Lead  route  recon  patrol  in  jeep;  captured, 
intei rogated,  released,  and  returned  to  US 
control 

1430 

CEASEFIRE:  FOREIGN  NATIONALS  LEAVE  HOST 

NATION 

Figure  1  (Continued) 


•  Research  methodology  has  been  developed  to  support  the  measurement 

of  performance  by  means  which  also  consider  the  elusive  noncognitive 
and  situational  elements  influencing  performance. 


OBJECTIVE  OF  THE  PRESENT  ANALYSIS 

The  research  program  outlined  abt-.e  addressed  the  interrelation¬ 
ship  of  leader  characteristics,  leadership  behaviors,  and  mission  ac¬ 
complishment  in  different  military  situations.  From  the  comprehensive 
data  of  the  entry  test  battery  and  the  nearly  2,000  observations  and 
evaluations  of  performance  obtained  in  the  15  situations  at  OEC,  measures 
of  knowledges,  skills,  behaviors,  and  effectiveness  were  derived  by 
factor  analysis  and  logical  interpretation.  The  data  analysis  in  the 
present  phase  of  the  research,  reported  here,  was  concerned  specifically 
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with  the  interrelationship  of  leader  knowledge,  style  of  behavior,  and 
mission  accomplishment  in  the  three  situational  categories — combat, 
technical,  and  administrative.  As  indicated  by  the  design  of  the  re¬ 
search  program,  these  situations  were  embedded  in  an  overall  combat 
environment  under  the  time  constraints,  input  overload,  and  simulated 
combat  stress  of  that  environment. 

The  principal  hypotheses  investigated  were  (a)  that  both  a  high 
level  of  military  knowledge  and  leadership  behavior  characterized  by 
a  high  level  of  directiveness-decisiveness  would  be  positively  related 
to  superior  performance  in  an  officer,  and  (b)  that  high  directiveness 
would  be  more  important  to  performance  in  combat  situations,  and  high 
knowledge  more  important  to  performance  in  technical  and  administrative 
situations. 


DESIGN  OF  THE  ANALYSIS 

To  test  these  hypotheses,  a  sample  of  over  600  lieutenants ,  chosen 
from  participants  in  the  officer  prediction  research  program,  was  divided 
into  high  and  low  military  knowledge  groups  on  the  basis  of  the  tests 
taken  on  entry  to  active  duty,  previously  validated  in  the  original  sam¬ 
ple.  The  600-man  sample  was  partitioned  twice:  first,  on  the  basis  of 
knowledge  of  military  tactics,  and  second  on  the  basis  of  knowledge  of 
military  technology  operations.  Each  officer  was  then  evaluated  on  di¬ 
rectiveness  of  leadership  behavior  in  one  situational  context.  Finally, 
each  officer  was  evaluated  bn  mission  accomplishment  in  each  of  the  15 
simulated  combat  situations.  The  mission-accomplishment  evaluation  for 
the  situation  in  which  directiveness  had  been  judged  was  omitted  from 
the  analysis,  in  order  to  avoid  rater  halo  or  rater  assumption  that  di¬ 
rectiveness  was  necessarily  positive.  Criterion  data  of  mission  accomp¬ 
lishment  were  also  dichotomized. 

Scores  and  evaluations  were  tabulated  separately  for  each  situation 
in  which  directiveness/decisiveness  was  observed  and  also  for  each  situ¬ 
ation  in  which  performance  of  the  task  or  mission  was  evaluated.  In 
situations  whore  the  officer  worked  alone  on  data  and  instructions  that 
were  provided — for  example,  producing  a  staff  document — no  observation 
of  decisiveness  could  be  made.  In  combat  command  situations,  two  sepa¬ 
rate  estimates  of  decisiveness  were  made.  One  performance  evaluation 
was  made  in  each  of  the  15  situations.  Thesa  were  "total  scores" — the 
weighted  sums  of  separate  observations  and  ev  luations.  Table  1  lists 
the  specific  observations  used  to  estimate  decisiveness  and  the  15  situ¬ 
ations  on  which  total  performance  scores  were  obtained. 


RESULTS 

The  data  consisted  of  mean  performance  scores  for  each  of  four 
groups:  high  knov  edge ,  high  decisiveness;  high  knowledge,  low  de¬ 

cisiveness;  low  knowledge,  high  decisiveness;  and  low  knowledge,  low 
decisiveness.  Since  the  analysis  was  performed  separately  for  tactical 
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Table  1 


Observations  of  Decisiveness  and  the  15  Task-Situations 
Used  to  Evaluate  Performance 


Decisiveness  observations 


Situations 


None 

None 

Bearing  and  assurance 

(Interaction  with  allied  officer) 

Bearing  and  assurance 

(Response  to  turbulence  and  time  pressure 
stress) 

Bearing  and  assurance 

(Response  to  time  pressure  under  stress) 


Administrative  tasks 


Office  management 
Production  analysis 
Supply  records 

Site  selection 


Highway  traffic 


Bearing  and  assurance 

(Technical  presentation  to  superiors) 
Bearing  and  assurance 
(Direction  of  men) 

None 

None 

Bearing  and  assurance 

(Response  to  actual  combat  environment) 


Command  of  Men 
Decisiveness 

Command  of  Men 
Decisiveness 

Command  of  Men 
Decisiveness 


Technical  tasks 

Communications  exhibit 

Automotive  inspection 

Weapons  assessment 
Airfield  layout 
March  order 

Combat  tasks 

Road  damage  and 
radiation  survey 

Security  mission 

Roadblock 


Command  of  Men  Reconnaissance  patrol 

Decisiveness 

Bearing  and  assurance 

(Response  in  actual  combat  environment) 


Observation  post 


and  for  technical  knowledge  and  for  observations  of  decisiveness  in 
each  of  IS  situations  (Table  1) ,  there  were  2  x  15  x  15  =  450  repli¬ 
cations.  Each  set  of  mean  performance  scores  was  analyzed  on  a  two- 
way  fixed  analysis  of  variance. 

These  analyses  yielded  F-ratios  that  proved  highly  significant 
for  the  main  effects  of  knowledge  and  decisiveness,  but  in  only  a  few 
instances  (although  well  above  chance  incidence)  in  interaction  vari¬ 
ance.  A  summary  of  findings  on  the  F-ratios  is  given  in  Tables  2  and  3. 
Technical  knowledge  accounted  for  significant  variance  in  performance 
in  62%  of  the  effects  analyzed,  decisiveness  in  80%,  and  interaction 
in  22%.  Tactical  knowledge  accounted  for  significant  variance  in  85%, 
decisiveness  in  81%,  and  interaction  in  20%  of  the  effects  analyzed. 


Given  these  findings  of  substantial  signif icance ,  the  next  step 
was  to  estimate  the  percentage  of  variance  accounted  for  by  each  effect, 
using  Winer's  method  (1971,  pp.  428-430).  Table  4  shows  the  percentage 
of  variance  in  performance  in  15  situational  tasks  attributable  to 
technical  knowledge,  decisiveness,  and  interaction.  The  mean  variance 
explained  by  technical  knowledge  was  4.00%;  by  decisiveness,  6.39%; 
and  by  interaction,  0.85%.  Table  5  shows  the  same  statistics  for 
tactical  knowledge,  decisiveness,  and  interaction.  The  mean  variance 
explained  by  tactical  knowledge  was  3.67%;  by  decisiveness,  6.53%;  and 
by  interaction,  0.74%.  These  results  clearly  showed  that  across  all 
situations,  decisiveness  accounted  for  a  substantial  majority  of  the 
performance  variance  explained. 

On  closer  examination,  however.  Tables  4  and  5  reveal  that  in 
administrative  and  technical  tasks  involving  no  interaction  with  sub¬ 
ordinates  or  colleagues,  performance  variance  attributable  to  knowledge 
exceeded  that  attributable  to  decisiveness  except  in  one  highly  complex 
task,  the  communications  exhibit.  Strikingly,  the  reverse  result  was 
found  for  the  combat  command  tasks,  especially  for  the  road  damage  and 
radiation  survey  task,  a  command-and-control  task  lasting  8  hours  (the 
longest  of  the  problem  situations)  that  imposed  extreme  pressures  of 
emergency  decision  and  input  overload. 


Considering  category  of  situation,  the  mean  percentage  of  vari¬ 
ance  attributable  to  each  source  was  as  follows: 


Situation 


Technical 

knowledge  Decisiveness  Interaction 


Administrative 
Te chnical 
Combat 


4.24% 

3.56 

4.21 


3.15% 

5.48 

10.53 


0.74% 

0.90 

0.91 
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aNo  F-test  made  in  situation  where  decisiveness  measure  was  obtained. 


Situation 


Tactical 

knowledge  Decisiveness  Interaction 


Administrative 

Technical 

Combat 


4.17% 
3. 57 
3.28 


3.73% 

5.57 

10.30 


0.69% 

0.78 

0.75 


Here  agal.i,  knowledge — whether  technical  or  tactical — was  found  to  be 
more  important  in  administrative  task  situations;  decisiveness  wes  more 
important  in  technical  task  situations.  Decisiveness  was  markedly  more 
important  in  combat  task  situations.  The  foregoing  data  are  presented 
graphically  in  Figures  2  and  3. 


Table  4 

Percentage  of  Variance  in  Performance  of  15  Situational 
Tasks  Attributable  to  Technical  Knowledge, 
Decisiveness,  and  Interaction 


Situational  task  Knowledge  (K)  Decisiveness  (D)  K  j 


Office  management 
Production  analysis 
Supply  records 
Site  selection 
Highway  traffic 
Communications  exhibit 
Automotive  inspection 
Weapons  assessment 
Airfield  layout 
March  order 

Road  damage  &  radiation  survey 

Security  mission 

Roadblock 

Reconnaissance  patrol 
Observation  post 

Mean 


4.83 

2.50 

0.63 

4.3/ 

3.03 

0.57 

3.50 

6.36 

) .  93 

4.36 

2.36 

0.57 

4.14 

1.50 

1 . 0'' 

2.43 

7.64 

0.93 

3.50 

6.57 

1.21 

3.04 

7.43 

1.23 

4.77 

1.83 

0.63 

4.07 

3.93 

0.50 

2.42 

16.04 

0.73 

4.42 

10.42 

0.73 

4.88 

9.12 

1.65 

4.27 

9.65 

0.73 

5.07 

7.43 

0.71 

4.00 

6.39 

0.85 

The  last  aspect  investigated  in  the  present  analysis  was  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  the  situation  in  which  decisiveness  was  observed  to  the 
percentage  of  variance  attributable  to  each  source.  For  this  analysis, 
the  six  observations  of  decisiveness  in  administrative  and  technical 
task  situations  (three  measures  of  bearing  and  assurance  in  each  of  the 
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Figure  2.  Variance  effects  of  technical  knowledge  and  decisiveness  on 
performance  in  15  situational  tasks  of  OFC. 
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Figure  3.  Variance  effects  of  tactical  knowledge  and  decisiveness  on 
performance  in  15  situational  tasks  of  OEC. 
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two  task  categories)  were  averaged  and  compared  with  the  average  of  the 
nine  decisiveness  measures  in  the  combat  situations.  The  results 
(Table  6)  demonstrated  that  in  the  technical  task  situations,  techni¬ 
cal  knowledge  contributed  more  to  performance  variance  than  decisive¬ 
ness  did  (6.44  vs.  4.84) ,  but  that  the  reverse  was  found  for  decisive¬ 
ness  observed  in  combat  command  tasks  (2.41  vs.  7.75).  Tactical 
knowledge,  however,  contributed  less  to  performance  in  all  tasks  than 
did  decisiveness  in  technical  staff  situations  (3.25  vs.  5.38).  The 
difference  was  even  greater  when  decisiveness  was  observed  in  combat 
situations  (3.97  vs.  7.49).  Apparently,  decisiveness  itself  may  also 
be  responsive  to  situational  demands  and  to  an  officer's  particular 
expertise.  To  put  it  another  way,  an  officer  can  be  more  decisive 
if  he  or  she  knows  what  to  be  decisive  about.  Figure  4  shows  these 
data  graphically. 


Table  5 

Percentage  of  Variance  in  Performance  of  15  Situational 
Tasks  Attributable  to  Tactical  Knowledge, 
Decisiveness,  and  Interaction 


Situational  task 

Knowledge  (K) 

Decisiveness  (D) 

K  x  D 

Office  management 

4.37 

2.57 

0.63 

Production  analysis 

3.70 

3.10 

0.77 

Supply  records 

3.93 

7.36 

0.71 

Site  selection 

4.57 

3.50 

0.71 

Highway  traffic 

4.29 

2.14 

0.64 

Communications  exhibit 

2.93 

7.07 

0.79 

Automotive  inspection 

3.86 

6.50 

0.79 

Weapons  assessment 

3.17 

8.17 

0.97 

Airfield  layout 

4.17 

1.90 

0.70 

March  order 

3.71 

4.21 

0.64 

Road  damage  &  radiation 

survey  2.58 

15.42 

0.73 

Security  mission 

2.73 

9.81 

0.79 

Roadblock 

4.73 

9.27 

0.79 

Reconnaissance  patrol 

2.65 

9.27 

0.88 

Observation  post 

3.71 

7.71 

0.57 

Mean 

3.67 

6.53 

0.74 
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Table  6 


Differential  Effects  of  Knowledge  and  Decisiveness  on  Task 
Performance  as  a  Function  of  Situations  in  Which 
Decisiveness  and  Performance  Were  Observed 


Percentage  of 

variance 

attributable  to 

technical  knowledge 

Situation-category 

Situation-category  of  performance 

of  decisiveness 

Administrative 

Technical 

Combat 

All 

V 

Technical  staff 

6.88 

6.04 

6.40 

6.44 

'  t 

Combat  command 

2.72 

2.08 

2.42 

2.41 

LI 

Hr. 

* 

All 

4.39 

3.66 

4.01 

4.02 

f 

Percentage 

of  variance  attributable 

to  decisiveness 

i, 

Administrative 

Technical 

Combat 

All 

tS  ' 

Technical  staff 

3.57 

3.86 

7.08 

4.84 

i  , 

C 

Combat  command 

2.94 

6.37 

13.94 

7.75 

J 

All 

3.19 

5.40 

11.20 

6.59 

- 

Percentage  of 

variance 

attributable  to 

tactical  knowledge 

Administrative 

Technical 

Combat 

All 

Technical  staff 

3.52 

2.97 

3.27 

3.25 

Combat  command 

4.53 

3.97 

3.31 

3.97 

• 

All 

4.19 

3.57 

3.29 

3.68 

t 

Percentage  of  variance  attributable  to  decisiveness 

Administrative 

Technical 

Combat 

All 

Technical  staff 

4.42 

4.91 

6.77 

5.38 

Combat  conn  and 

3.44 

5.90 

13.11 

7.49  ] 

All 

3.83 

5.50 

10.57 

6.64  1 

TYPE  OF  DECISIVENESS  OBSERVATION  TASK-SITUATION 


CONCLUSIONS 


The  results  suggested  support  for  the  first  hypothesis:  that  the 
leader's  military  knowledge  and  decisiveness  of  behavior  are  highly 
related  to  effectiveness  of  performance  in  a  wide  range  of  task  situ¬ 
ations.  In  the  test  bed  of  a  simulated  combat  emergency,  evidence  in¬ 
dicates  that  knowledge  and  decisiveness  are  important  to  performance. 
Tables  4  and  5  show  that  measures  of  knowledge  account  for  from  2.4% 
to  5%  of  the  variance  in  performance  of  given  tasks,  with  no  consistent 
differences  among  the  categories  of  administrative,  technical,  and  com¬ 
bat  tasks.  The  mean  variance  accounted  for  by  decisiveness,  while  * 
showing  wider  differences,  was  6.39%  and  6.53%  when  analyzed  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  technical  knowledge  and  tactical  knowledge,  respectively. 

The  evidence  for  the  second  hypothesis — that  decisiveness  is  more  im¬ 
portant  in  combat  situations  and  that  knowledge  is  more  important  in 
administrative  and  technical  situations--is  also  strong.  The  variance 
accounted  for  by  decisiveness  is  far  greater  in  the  combat  tasks,  rang¬ 
ing  from  7.4%  to  16%,  as  compared  to  a  range  of  1.9%  to  7.6%  in  the 
administrative  and  technical  tasks. 

The  Officer  Evaluation  Center  provided  a  setting  in  which  varying 
factors  of  environment,  type  of  mission,  interpersonal  relationships, 
situational  problems,  and  stresses  were  brought  together.  The  officers 
brought  their  different  capabilities  and  individual  ways  of  dealing 
with  problems  and  interacting  with  environmental  and  situational  factors. 
The  results  are  generalizable  beyond  the  specific  situations,  and,  with 
come  caution,  to  major  dimensions  of  leadership  and  officer  performance. 
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I  USA?  ft*.  f  l  Cl.ivio:*.  A  I  fN  SIT  TC  MO  A 
I  USAIMA.  Pi  Breyij.  AT  TN  A1SU-LTO  OM 
1  USAlMA.  Tl  Braqq.  ATTN:  M*rqu*t  Lib 
1  US  WAC  Ctr  &  Set-,  Ft  McCIfllin.  ATTN:  Lib 
1  US  WAC  Ctr  ft  Sch,  Ft  McClellan.  ATTN:  Tnq  Dir 
1  USA  Quartermaster  Sch,  Ft  Lee.  ATTN:  ATSM-TE 
1  Intelligence  Material  Dev  Ofc.  EWL,  Ft  Holebird 
1  USA  SE  S  goal  Sch,  Ft  Gordon.  ATTN  ATSO  EA 
1  USA  Chaplain  Cir  ft  Sch.  F|  Hamilton.  ATTN:  ATSC-TF  RO 
1  USA75CH.  Ft  Euiti*.  ATTN:  Educ  Advnor 
1  USAWir  College  Carlisle  Barracks,  ATTN  Lib 
7  WRAlR,  Nnuforhyrh-atiy  D'V 
1  QLI.SDA  Monterey 

1  USA  Concept  Anal  Agcy,  Bethasda,  ATTN.  MOCA  MR 
1  USA  Concept  Anal  Agcy.  Bethesda,  ATTN:  MOCA-JF 
1  USA  Arct-c  Test  Ctr.  APO  Seattle,  ATTN  STE  AC  PL  Ml 
1  USA  Arctic  Ten  Ctr.  APO  Seattle.  ATTN:  AMSTC  PL  T$ 

1  USA  Armament  Cmd,  Redilone  Arsenal,  ATTN'  ATSK-TEM 
1  USA  Armament  Cmd,  Rock  Island.  ATTN.  AMSAR  TDC 
1  FAA  NAFEC,  Atlantic  City,  ATTN:  Library 
1  FAA  NAFEC.  Atlantic  City.  ATTN:  Human  Engr  Bf 

1  FAA  Aeicmaulical  Cir,  Ok  lahoma  City ,  ATTN-  A  AC  440 

2  USA  Fid  Arty  Sch,  Ft  Sill.  ATTN:  Library 
1  USA  Armor  Sch,  Fl  Knox,  ATTN:  Library 

1  USA  Armor  Sch,  Ft  Knox,  ATTN  ATSB-DI  F 
1  USA  Armor  Sch.  H  Kmji,  ATTN.  ATSB  DT  TP 
1  USA  Armor  Sch.  Ft  Knox.  ATTN  ATS9  CD  AD 


2  HQUSACOEC.  Ft  Ord.  ATTN:  Library 

1  HQUSACOEC,  Ft  Ord,  ATTN:  ATEC-EX-E  Hum  Factors 

2  USAEEC.  Ft  Benjamin  Harrison.  ATTN:  Library 

1  USAPACOC,  Ft  Beniamin  Harmon.  ATTN:  ATCP  HR 
1  USA  Comm-Eleci  Sch.  Ft  Monmouth.  ATTN:  ATSN-EA 
1  USAEC,  Ft  Monmouth,  ATTN:  AMSEL  CT  HOP 
1  USAEC,  Ft  Monmouth,  ATTN:  AMSEL -PA  P 
l  USAEC,  Ft  Monmouth,  ATTN:  AMSEL-SI-CB 
1  USAEC.  Ft  Monmouth,  ATTN.  C,  Feci  Dev  8r 
1  USA  Material!  Sy*  An#l  Agcy.  Aberdeen.  ATTN  AMXSY  -P 

1  Edgewood  Arsenal,  Aberdeen,  ATTN:  $ARE A  BL  H 
t  USA  Ord  Ctr  &  Sch,  Aberdeen.  ATTN:  ATSL-TEM-C 

2  USA  Hum  Engr  Lab,  Aberdetn.  ATTN  Library/DIr 

1  USA  Combat  Arms  T ng  Bd.  F t  Banning.  ATTN  Ad  Supervisor 
1  USA  Infantry  Hum  Rich  Unit,  F|  Banning,  ATTN:  Chief 
1  USA  Infantry  Bd.  Ft  Bennmg.  ATTN.  STEBC  TE-  T 
1  USASMA.  Ft  Blu»,  ATTN:  ATSS  LRC 
1  USA  Air  Def  Sch,  Ft  Bint.  ATTN:  ATSA  CTD  ME 
1  USA  Air  Def  Sch.  Ft  Bi'ts.  ATTN  Tech  Lib 
1  USA  Air  Def  Bd.  Ft  0l„s,  ATTN:  FILES 
1  USA  Air  Def  Bd.  Ft  Bln*,  ATTN:  STEBD-PO 
1  USA  Cmd  8r  General  5t f  College,  Ft  Leavenworth,  ATTN:  Lib 
1  USA  Cmd  ft  General  Stf  College  Ft  Leavenworth.  ATTN:  ATSW-SE  -l 
1  USA  Cmd  ft  General  Sil  College,  Ft  Leavenworth.  ATTN:  Ed  Adviior 
1  USA  Combined  Arm*  Cmbl  Dev  Art.  Fl  Lrjvi-  nwurlh,  ATTN:  OepCdr 
1  USA  Combined  Arm*  Cmbt  Dev  Ao.  Ft  Leavenworth.  ATTN:  CCS 
1  USA  Combined  Arrm  Cmbt  Dev  Act,  Ft  Leavenworth,  ATTN:  ATCASA 
1  USA  Combined  Arm*  Cmbt  Dev  Act,  Ft  Leavenworth.  ATTN.  ATCACO-f 
?  USA  Cnmhinr’d  Arms  Cmbl  Dev  Act,  T t  Leavi-nworth,  ATTN:  ATCACC-d 
1  USAECOM  Night  Vition  Lab.  Ft  Belvoir.  ATTN  AMSEL-NV-SD 

3  USA  Computer  $v*  Cmd,  Ft  Belvoir,  ATTN-  Tech  Library 
1  USAMF.RDC  Ft  Belvo.r.  ATTN  STSFB  DQ 

1  USA  Eng  Sch.  Ft  Belvoir,  ATTN:  Library 
1  USA  Topographic  Lab.  Ft  Belvoir.  ATTN:  ETL  TD-S 
1  USA  Topographic  Lab,  Ft  Belvoir.  ATTN.  STlNFO  Center 
1  USA  Topographic  Lab.  Ft  Belvoir.  ATTN:  ETL  GSL 
I  USA  lr.ti  lli.|r  nr- Cir  ft  Sch.  Ft  Hi.,h:Iv.i  j.  ATTN:  CTD  MS 

1  USA  Ir.ielligcncv  Ctr  ft  Sch.  Ft  Huechnua.  ATTN:  ATS-CTD-MS 

1  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch,  Ft  Huachuca.  ATTN  ATSI  -TE 

1  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch,  Ft  Hoaenuca  ATTN- ATSI- TEX  GS 

I  USA  intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch,  Ft  Huachuca.  ATTN:  ATSI  -CTS-  OR 
1  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch.  Ft  Huachuca,  ATTN  ATSI -CTO-  OT 
I  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sell.  F  t  Huachuca,  ATTN:  ATSI  -CTD— CS 
1  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch,  F t  Huachuca.  ATTN  OAS-SRD 
1  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch.  Ft  Huachuen.  ATTN  ATSI  -  TEM 
1  USA  Intelligence  Ctr  ft  Sch,  F  t  Huechura.  ATTN  L  ibrary 

1  CDR,  HQ  Ft  Huachuca.  ATTN-  Tech  Ret  D'v 

2  COR,  USA  Electronic  Prvg  Gfd.  ATTN  STE FP  MT-S 
1  HQ,  TCATA.  ATTN.  Tech  Library 

1  HQ,  TCATA,  ATTN  AT  CAT  OF .0,  Ft  Hood 
1  USA  Recruiting  Cmd,  Ft  Sheridan,  ATTN:  USARCPM  P 
1  Senior  Army  Adv..  USAF  AGOD/T AC.  Elgm  Ah  Aux  Fid  No  0 
1  HO,  USARPAC.XKSPER,  APOSF  96558,  ATTN:  OPPE  SF 
1  Stimion  Lib,  Academy  of  Health  Science*.  Fl  Sam  Houston 
1  Marine  Corps  Inst  ,  ATTN:  Dean  MCI 
1  HQ,  USMC,  Commandant,  ATTN'  Code  MTMT 

1  HO  USMC,  Commandant.  ATTN  Code  MPL  20-28 

2  USCG  Academy,  New  London,  ATTN:  Admission 
2  USCG  Academy,  New  London,  ATTN  Library 

1  USCG  T raining  Ctr,  NY.  ATTN  CO 
1  USCG  Training  Ctr,  NY,  ATTN  Educ  S*r.  Olr 
1  USCG,  Psychol  Re*  Br.  DC.  ATTN  GP  1/62 
1  HOM-d  Range  8r,  MC  Dtt.Ouani.ro.  ATTN  PftS  Div 


pica  BuwfcNQT  nygp 


1  US  Marine  Corps  Liaison  Ofc,  AMC,  Alexandria,  ATTN'  AMCGS-F 
1  USATRAOOC,  Ft  Monro*,  ATTN:  ATRO-EO 
6  USATRAOOC.  Ft  Monro*,  ATTN:  AfPR-AD 
t  USATRACX3C.  Ft  Monroe,  ATTN:  ATTS-EA 

1  USA  Forces  Cmd,  Ft  McPherson,  ATTN:  Library 

2  USA  Aviation  Toil  Bd.  Ft  Rucker.  ATTN:  STEBG-PO 

1  USA  Agcy  for  Aviation  Safety,  Ft  Rucker,  ATTN:  Library 
t  USA  Agcy  for  Aviation  Safety,  Ft  Rucker,  ATTN;  Educ  Advisor 
t  USA  Aviation  Sch,  Ft  Rucker.  ATTN;  PO  Orewor  O 

1  WOUSA  Aviation  $y*  Cmd.  St  Louis,  ATTN:  AMSAV-ZDR 

2  USA  Aviation  Sys  Test  Act.,  Edwards  AFB,  ATTN.  SAVTE-T 
1  USA  Air  Of  Sr h.  Ft  Bliss.  ATTN:  A1SA  TEM 

1  USA  Ait  Molality  Rich  ft  Dev  Lab,  Moffett  Fid,  ATTN:  SAVOL  -AS 
1  USA  Aviation  Sch.  Res  Tng  Mgi,  Ft  Rucker.  ATTN:  ATST -T-RTM 
1  USA  Aviation  Sch.  CO.  Ft  Rucker,  ATTN.  ATST-O-A 
1  HO.  DAfiCOM,  Alexandria,  ATTN:  AMXCD-TL 
t  HQ.  OARCOM,  Alexandria.  ATTN;  CDR 
1  US  Military  Academy,  West  Point  ATTN:  Serials  Unit 
1  US  Military  Academy,  West  Point,  ATTN:  Ofc  of  Milt  Ldnhp 
1  .US  Military  Academy,  West  Point.  ATTN:  MAOR 
t  USA  Standardization  Gp.  UK.  FRO  NY,  ATTN:  MASE-GC 
1  Ofc  of  Naval  Rsch,  Arlington,  ATTN:  Code  462 

3  Ofc  of  Naval  Rich,  Arlington,  ATTN;  Code  466 
I  Ofc  of  Naval  Rich,  Arlington,  ATTN;  Code  450 
1  Ofc  of  Naval  Rsch,  Arlington,  ATTN:  Code  441 

1  Naval  Aerospc  Med  Res  Lab,  Pensacola,  ATTN:  Acooi  Sch  Div 
i  Naval  Aeroiix*  Med  Res  Lab.  Pensacola,  ATTN:  Code  L51 
1  Naval  Aarospc  Med  Res  Lab,  Pensacola,  ATTN:  Code  L5 
1  Ch.ef  of  NavPers,  ATTN.  Pers-OR 
1  NAVAIR5TA,  Norfolk,  ATTN;  Safety  Ctr 
1  Nav  Oceenograohic.  DC,  ATTN:  Code  6251,  Charts  &  Tech 
1  Center  of  Navel  Anil.  ATTN:  Doe  Ctr 
1  NavAirSysCom,  ATTN:  AIR-631X 
1  Nav  BuMed,  ATTN:  713 
1  NayHalfcoptarSubSqua  2,  FPOSh  96601 
1  AFHRL  (FT)  Williams  AFB 
1  AFMRL  (TTI  Lowry  AF0 

1  AFMRL  lASWPAFB,  OH 

2  AFHRL  (DOJZI  Brooks  AFB 

1  AFHRL  (OOJN)  Lackland  AFB 
1  HQUSAF  (INYSD) 

1  HQUSAF  (DPXXA) 

1  AFVTG  <RD)  Randolph  AFB 

3  AMRL  (HE)  WPAFB,  OH 

2  AF  Inst  of  Tech,  WPAF0,  OH,  ATTN:  ENE/SL 
1  A^C  (XPTDI  Randolph  AFB 

I  UCAF  AeroMcd  Lib,  Brooki  AFB  (SUL-4).  ATTN:  DOC  SEC 
)  AFOSR  (NL),  Arlington 

1  AF  Log  Cmd,  McClellan  AFB.  ATTN:  ALC/DPCRB 
)  Air  Force  Academy,  CO,  ATTN;  Dept  of  Bel  Sen 

5  NavPera  &  Dev  Ctr,  San  Diego 

2  Navy  Mid  Neuropsychiatric  Rich  Unit.  Sen  Diego 
1  Nav  Electronic  Leb,  San  Diego,  ATTN:  Res  Lab 

1  Nav  TrngCen,  San  Diego,  ATTN:  Code  9000- L>b 
1  NevPostGriSch,  Monterey,  ATTN:  Corf*  65Aa 
1  NevPostGraSch,  Monterey,  ATTN:  Code  2124 
1  NdvTingEquipCtr.  Orlando.  ATTN  Tech  Lib 
1  US  Dept  of  Labor,  DC,  ATTN  Manpower  Admin 
1  US  Dept  of  Justice,  DC,  ATTN:  Drug  Enforce  Admin 
1  Nat  Bur  of  Standards,  DC,  ATTN:  Computer  Info  Section 
1  Nvt  Clearing  House  for  MH-  Info,  Rockville 
1  Denver  Federal  Ctr.  Lakewood,  ATTN:  8LM 
12  De/enea  Documentation  Center 

4  Dir  Psych,  Army  Hq.  Russell  Ofcs,  Canberra 

1  Soentific  Advsr,  Mil  Bd.  Army  Hq,  Russell  Ofcs,  Canberra 
1  Mil  and  Air  Attache,  Austrian  Embassy 

1  Centre  de  Recherche  Dei  Facteuri,  Humline  de  la  Defense 
National*,  Brussels 

2  Canadian  Joint  Stall  Washington 

1  C/Air  Staff,  Royal  Canadian  AF,  ATTN  Pars  Std  Anal  8r 

3  Ch.el,  Canadian  Def  Rsch  Staff,  ATTN  C/CRDS(W) 

4  0i 'fish  Del  Stall,  Brirsh  Embassy.  Washington 


1  Def  ft  Civil  Intt  of  Enviro  Medicine,  Canada 
1  AIR  CRESS,  KeneJngton,  ATTN:  Info  Sys  Br 
1  Militeerptykotegisk  Tjemste,  Copenhagen 
1  Military  Attache,  French  Embassy,  ATTN:  Doc  Sec 
1  Medecin  Ch*f,C.E.R,P.  A. -Arsenal,  Toulon/Naval  Franc* 
1  Prin  Scientific  Off,  Appi  Hum  Engr  Rich  Div,  Ministry 
of  Defense,  New  Delhi 

1  Peri  Rech  Ofc  Library,  AKA,  Israel  Defense  Forces 
1  Minister*  v*n  Defen**,  DOOP/KL  Afd  Sociaei 
Psychologitche  Zaktn,  The  Hegue,  Netherlands 
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